
REDEVELOPMENT REFORM & REPOSITIONING PLAN 

 

The proposal to abolish redevelopment is fraught with constitutional and pragmatic 

problems that are unlikely to produce legitimate and reliable state budget solutions.  

Further, there are too many critical details that cannot be responsibly addressed within the 

time period remaining.  Since many legislators are looking for redevelopment reforms 

rather than elimination, the following plan is proposed. 

  

Phase I  
 

Enact legislation as part of the budget package containing the following two provisions: 

  
1. Enact a 1-year moratorium on new plan adoptions and amendments adding territory while 

legislation is prepared and enacted refocusing redevelopment activity, as described below. 

(Provide exceptions for plan adoptions and amendments in process).  

 

2. Require the Controller to revise the Guidelines for Compliance Audits of Redevelopment 

Agencies at least every 5 years.  Consolidate redevelopment agency reporting into a single 

annual report to the Controller.   

 

Phase II 
 

Objective:  Reposition redevelopment activities to be more in line with State policy objectives 

by: (A) focusing expenditures of redevelopment funds on activities that align with enumerated 

State policies, and (B) enact reforms to improve the use and accountability of affordable housing 

funds.  Reforms can include the following: 
 

 Adopt various reforms regarding use of low income housing funds including limitations on 

project administration and other significant changes to make agencies spend housing funds 

more efficiently and produce more low income housing units. 

 Authorize an agency to provide direct assistance to businesses within project areas in 

connection with new or existing facilities for industrial or manufacturing and similar uses of 

state-wide benefit, including loans, loan guarantees and other financial assistance, based on 

strict job creation criteria.  

 Authorize agencies to make loans and use other redevelopment tools to facilitate intensified 

infill development of areas targeted for such development in the region’s approved 

sustainable communities strategy, including provision of jobs and commercial facilities 

close to residential areas and compact development of housing, especially in proximity to 

transit.  

 Authorize agencies to make loans to owners and tenants to rehabilitate structures in the 

project area to reduce greenhouse gasses or increase energy efficiency. 

 Remediating contaminated property and buildings. 

 Assisting with military base conversion. 

 Constructing basic infrastructure (excluding public buildings). 
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

 
TO:  Legislation Committee 
       Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, Chair 
       Supervisor John Gioia, Vice Chair 
    
FROM: Lara DeLaney, Legislative Coordinator 
   
DATE:  March 15, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item #5:  Realignment and State Constitutional Amendment 
             
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
ACCEPT report on the Realignment proposal and related matters and provide direction, 
as necessary. 

 
REPORT 
 
CSAC, with the assistance of county counsels, has prepared the attached white paper 
“What’s In the Administration’s Proposed Constitutional Amendment?”  (Attachment A.)  
This document outlines the provisions of the constitutional amendment, the remaining 
shortfalls of the measure, and the potential alternatives should the Legislature not pass 
the measure or be approved by the voters.  Accompanying that document is the 
February 10, 2011 LAO letter to Senator Leno outlining a scenario for an all-cuts 
budget.  (Attachment B.) 
 

Here's a sampling of what the Analyst's Office proposed as alternatives to higher tax 
extensions proposed by Brown (savings in parentheses): 

K-12 Schools 
-- Eliminate K-3 class size reduction ($1.275 billion) 
-- Require that kindergarteners be 5 years old at enrollment in 2011-12 ($700 million) 

Community Colleges 
-- Impose a 90-unit cap on each student's taxpayer-subsidized credits ($250 million) 
-- Increase community college fees from $26/unit to $66/unit ($170 million) 
-- Eliminate state subsidy for intercollegiate athletics ($55 million) 

Universities 
-- Increase tuition another 7 percent for UC and 10 percent for CSU ($270 million) 
-- Reduce CSU enrollment by 5 percent ($124 million) 
-- Reduce personnel costs by 10 percent at UC and 5 percent at CSU ($408 million) 

Health and Social Services 
-- Reduce state-paid IHSS provider salary to minimum wage ($300 million) 
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-- Eliminate food and cash aid for noncitizens whom courts have determined can 
receive benefits ($190 million) 
-- Stricter income eligibility for welfare-to-work recipients ($180 million) 

Criminal Justice and Judiciary 
-- Require second and third "strikes" to be serious or violent in "Three Strikes" 
sentencing ($50 million) 
-- Eliminate funding for public safety grant programs ($506 million) 
-- Automated speed enforcement cameras ($150 million) 
-- Two furloughs a month for court employees ($130 million) 

General Government 
-- Reduce state employee pay an additional 9.24 percent, equal to two furlough days 
($700 million) 
-- Reduce state contribution to employee health care by 30 percent ($330 million) 
-- End state general fund support for Small Business Loan Guarantee Program ($24 
million) 
-- Eliminate Department of Fair Employment and Housing and state commission ($17.2 
million) 

Transportation 
-- Enact another accounting swap that eliminates sales tax on diesel and increases 
weight fees, reducing funds for local transit and intercity rail ($400 million) 

Resources and Environmental Protection 
-- Allow oil drilling at Tranquillon Ridge ($100 million) 
-- Reduce wildland firefighting costs by imposing a new fee on residential property 
owners in areas protected by the state, clarifying that the state is not fiscally responsible 
for loss of life and property and shrinking territory for which state is responsible ($300 
million) 
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What’s In the Administration’s Proposed Constitutional Amendment? 

 
This document summarizes the provisions of the Administration’s proposed 
constitutional amendment, as amended to address many of the concerns raised 
by counties, examines the remaining shortfalls of the measure, and discusses 
potential alternative budget scenarios that could result if 2011 Realignment fails 
to pass the Legislature or be approved by the voters. 
 
The Administration’s proposed Constitutional Amendment (CA) would provide 
counties constitutional protections primarily based on lessons learned from 
previous restructuring efforts; these protections exceed those in the 1991 
realignment, trial court reforms, or recent juvenile justice realignments. Under the 
proposed CA, counties would have the ability to rely on a constitutionally 
dedicated revenue source for realigned programs, as well as benefit from 
certain mitigations that limit, but do not eliminate, future financial risk.   
 
Realignment Revenue Sources are Dedicated.  Primarily, the proposed 
constitutional amendment guarantees and dedicates funds generated from a 
specific revenue source (1% of the sales and use tax rate and 0.50% of the 
Vehicle License Fee rate for the first five years) to counties to fund realigned 
programs.   
 
After the taxes expire (2016-17 and after), the State must provide revenues to 
fund realigned programs in an amount equal to or greater than the amount of 
revenue that would have been generated by the 1% sales and use tax rate and 
0.50% of the Vehicle License Fee rate for as long as the realigned programs 
remain the responsibility of counties. 
 
If the State fails to annually appropriate the funds, the Controller is directed to 
transfer funds from the General Fund to the Local Revenue Fund 2011 in an 
amount equal to or greater than the amount that would have been generated by 
the 1% sales and use tax rate and 0.50% of the Vehicle License Fee rate.  
Although this constitutional obligation is a priority payment lower than school 
funding and general obligation bond debt, there is sufficient revenue capacity to 
meet this obligation. 
 
Timing and Scope: Implementing Statutes are Critical.  The State has the 
remainder of the legislative year to enact “2011 Realignment Legislation.”  (The 
specified date is October 9, 2011, the final day for the Governor to act on bills 
passed at the end of the current legislative year.)  This implementing legislation 
will provide for the assignment of public safety service responsibilities to 
counties, and the constitutional amendment requires the implementing legislation 
to provide maximum flexibility and control over the design and delivery of such 
services consistent with federal law and funding requirements. 
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This section of the Constitution broadly defines “Public Safety Services” to 
describe the listing of programs in the Governor’s revised realignment proposal. 
 
The 2011 Realignment Legislation will specify the details of the method for 
determining the amount of revenue to be transferred to counties after the tax 
extensions expire, in 2016-17 and each year thereafter, and it will specify the 
detailed requirements for the Controller to disburse realignment funds to counties 
in the event the Legislature fails to timely appropriate those funds.  The 2011 
Realignment Legislation must also specify the mechanism for identifying and 
providing funding to counties for the State’s 50 percent share of new costs 
associated with federal changes in the realigned programs. 
 
Future Program Changes.  Any State legislation enacted after October 9, 2011 
that has the overall effect of increasing costs to counties for realigned programs 
or levels of service (with the exception of new crimes) shall apply only to the 
extent the State provides annual funding for the cost increase.  Counties are not 
obligated to provide programs or levels of service required by legislation above 
the level for which funding has been provided.  The language provides the same 
protections for regulations, executive orders, or administrative directives that are 
not necessary to implement the 2011 Realignment Legislation and that have an 
overall effect of increasing costs to counties.  Finally, the State must provide 
similar funding for federal plans or waivers, or amendments to those plans or 
waivers, that have the overall effect of increasing costs to counties. 
 
The costs of future program changes may not be funded from 2011 Realignment 
funds, ad valorem property taxes, or the Social Services Subaccount from 1991 
Realignment.   
 
Program changes that result from a request by a local agency (meaning a Board 
of Supervisors resolution to sponsor a bill) or to comply with federal law are not 
required to be funded under this provision. 
 
Shared Risk for Federal Law Changes, Judicial Decisions, and Penalties.  
For social services, mental health, and substance use disorder programs, the 
State will be required to provide at least 50 percent of the non-federal share of 
the costs associated with subsequent changes in federal law and regulations that 
alter the conditions under which federal matching funds are obtained and have 
the overall effect of increasing county costs. 
 
In the event that there is a settlement or judicial or administrative order that 
imposes a cost in the form of a monetary penalty or has the overall effect of 
increasing a county’s costs, the State shall provide at least 50 percent of the non-
federal share of those costs as determined by the State. 
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reducing costs statewide by roughly $700 miliion, Similarll', the state couid stop reduinng home-
to-school transportation sen'ice.q ('though schools would not be prohibited from offering such
sen'ices) as well as elimrnate certain mandated education activities. For communitl,icolie_ees. tlie
state could allou, individuals possessing a bachelor's degrr:e or liigher (and perhaps ! high-school
teaching credential or other coursewtrtk) to teach credit basic-skills courses (rather fhan requiring
a master's depgee). Colleges also could be permitted to contract out basic-skills insductron to a
third partl', such as a conrnrrrnit).based organizatior.r or local iiorary.

We ltave included in our Proposititrn 98 altemative a ?.1 percent reduction in Ki12 gerrerai
purpose fwrding. \,\'hile ttttt shou'tt rrt Figure 2, we rvould recomrnend that the state [ake various
action.s to heip distncts deal wrth this reduction. For example, the state couid amen$ statute to
aliow sc:hool dtstricts to shofiett the school year. For everl'one-dal,reduction ur instruction. we
estimate costs itrc reduced stateu,'ide try rtrughly $200 nrillion (rvith a recluction of ofre week
vieiding roughlv $l bili ion in.savings;. To lurtherreduce scbool distnct costs, the sfate c..rulcl
remove restrictions on corrtracting out lbr noninstructjonal sewices and eliminate pfiority and
pa1'mle.s for substitute teaching positions. We thintri these are better altematives tha;tn makine
largt: unallocated reductions that are not irnhed to cost-reduction rneasures.

A Fex' Reductions Offset hy Other Reyenue Streums. h a feu' cases. options ej(ist to
nritigate the impact of K-14 reductions by relying on other revenue streams For ex{nrple, the
.ctate could give schooldistricts acce-ss to existinsrestncte.d reser-r'es and allou'thenl to offset the
reductiotrs (to the extentpossible). For exanrple, the state could grve dtstncts ac.ces$ to atrput
$300 million in rese-rves associated nith cenain restncted. programs We also tirink the state
crruld reduce the a$ount of categoncal fundingitprovides to basjc aid districts, Specificalll '. if a
basic aid district h.BS "excess" Iocrrl properl'1r tax, l:evenue to cover categoncal progr{* costs. therr
the state could stop proyiding the catesoilcalpavrnents rn excess of the constitr-rtionlhllyrequired
$120 per student It is unclear wtil 'the state traditionalll 'has offered these state pavlnent-s to
districts that have sufficier-rt local funds to cover associated costs. For cornrnurrity cdlleges, the
state could authorize higher fe e incrcase.s to offtet reductions to apportionments

Higher Educat ion

Unlike rnost other areas of the budget. the Liovernor's proposal u,ould elinrinate a -^lizable
percentage of the universities' General Fund support without specifying hou' those reductions would
be accomlnodated Specificalll '. the Governor has proposed unallocated reductjons totafing $l bill irrn
for thE tlo universities Rather than build upon these r.rnallocated reductions, n e have iljentified a
total of $2. I bill ion in alltrcated redul:tions for higher education (excluding communitl, lcolleges ), as
summarized in Figure 3 fnext page), In other rvotds" u'e identiff lva1,s that t]re Governol's $l billion
in savings could be achieved. plus an additional $l I bill ion to help balance the budget under vour
sccnano.

Reductrons of this magnirude rvrluld riegatively, affect the availabili ly and cost of educational
opporfunities fcrr .ctucleilts. Flou'ever, u,e belier'e thal effects on higher educational ac,cehs,
affordabilin', and qualitv r-rrruld be mitigated by targeting norrirrstnrctional areas of the Higher
edncation budget. As we outline in Figure 3. our identified savings couid tre achievetl'd'ith no
reduction to tlte Universiry'of Calilbrnia's (LiC's) l:udgeted enrollment levels. and a 5 percent

F .  1 5 l  1 E
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reduction to the Califomia State LJniversitl".s l'(-lSI-t's) budgeted level t'The effect on actual CSLr
enrollment would be sonrervhat less, because CSLI's current-year enrollment is alreadyr belou' this
budgeted level.) Under our scenarie. hrition at the universities rvould increase bv about $400 to $450
per university student (bevond alreadl'-approved fes increa.ses). Howevef, the $tate's fipancral aid
entitlement prosfams wrruld be presen ed, althoug;h qttalilring income thrc-sholds rvoul]d be reduced
$r-rmewhat to match federal eligihility cnteria

A significant percentage of the programmatic savings w'e identifi'comes from reddctjons to
spetrding on personnel ($.t08 milhon). The etTect of such reductions on core instructrririal actir.rtres
could be mintmtzed bv focusing on noninstructiorral activities Fol example. the Legislhnrre criuld
direct a modest shift in the allocation of IIC faculty time from research to teachrng. Bi. increasing the
average tJC faculty teaching load by one additional course everythree years, the univefsit-l could
realize savings c.rf almrrst $100 milhon annually lf desrred, reducrtions in research coul{ be Largeted at
certain campuses in order t() retaifl a strong research focus at T-lC's t-lagship campuses. Given that
CSI-] facrulty do not spend a large shate of therr time on reseerch, savrngs in CSI-l per.soirnel costs
could in.stead b.y* achieved by redr-rcitrg facultl, rslEase time for satrbaticals and other nofrinstnictronal
activities

UC and CSU Fleductions

Heduce personrrel costs by 1o percent at UC ancl 5 percerrt at CSU
treduce UC and CSU current-year augnrerrtat ions by orre-half (one t ime savings)
lr-rcrease tuit iorr another 7 percenl for UG and '10 percent for CSUI'
Score approved tr. t i t ion increases. B percent for UC and 10 percent for CSU
Eer-l trce UC and CSU operatjng expense and equtptxent lunding by 5 percent

Reciuue Gerreral Fund support for UC and CSU organrzed research by one-half
Fleduce CSU enrol lmen: by 5 percenl

Beduce nonfederal support for LIC and CSU public service by one-half
El iminate UC General Fund $upport for Drew Universi ly
El imifrate suppiemental funcl ing for UC Merced

Subtotel

F inanc la l  A id  Beduct ions

Reduce UC and CSU instr lut iorral l inancial aid by 5 percenl
Limit Cal Grant income el igibl i ty (using federal lormula)

Limtt cornfret i l ive awards to st ipEnds onlV
Eliminate non-need-based feB waivers
Baise nt inintum Cal Grani oracie point average

subtotal
Total

$408
361
. t ) l \

t l  E

r34
1?4

5tl

E

r$1847)

$2p056
I Ar4ount" irsl€d include ar Bllocal|on ot the Gov+irnot.! Sl brl lon redsctron lct lhe unr\€rgtt,eg. as vr'ell as $1 .-r bilLron

0l edorlio;rel r€duslons (as trsied unaer tne ' 'Higher 
Eoucatr('n SgCl|On ol Frqure I ) i0 bslencp tne budoet un4er rhe

pArafieter6 Of l irs t, lember reque9l.
0 Geoertl Fund grvLngs are ner ot incraased Cf,t GrSnl costt anO rnslituliooal a c sel-.1side-

$74
60
30
( a

?0

Figure 3

Higher EducatiortBudget Actions.

General Fund Benefh (ln Milltons)
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lrrapucRloNs FoR 2011-12 AND Brvouo
General Fund Surplus at End of 201 I -12, if All ,4ssumptions Hold. lf the Le$islature were

to adopt these additional alternatives in combination'w'rth the non-tax proposals in {he
Covernor's budget, the 2011- 12 budget rvould be balanced u,i&r an approximately $1 billion
reserv'e-based on allof the vatiot-is assumptions described abovs. [n reality. of corirse. many of
the Govemor's proposals and the altentatives described in thjs letter carry signifrcaht
rmplententation risk. Accordinslv, tbc charrces are \/erl,high that some of the as.suqtrptions
incorporated in tlris analysis would not hold_ In other worrls. even if the state adoptfd all of the
(.iovemor's non-tax budget proprosals and allof thi.s letter's alternatives, there is s dhance that
?01 1-12 s'ould end in def ic i t .

lllany Pennsnent Soluiions Help the Out-Year Problem. The majodty of the lludget-
balancing options descnlbed in this ltrtter could be enacted as permanerrt srrlutions, therebl,
helping the state to address its stubborn out-year budget problenr. (ln fact. as ongoihg soiutions.
tlrese aitetnatives provide solutions lasting beyond the tax exts'nslDns' five-vear trme per:iod.)
Nevt:rtheless. both tbe Govemor's proposals and thrs lr.st of altenrativcrs lnclude sorhe one-tinre
hudgst options, such as borros'ing from other state frmds in the Governor's budget.jTo fuliy
irddress the out-year budget problern. the LegislatLrre likely would need trr take additional actions
beyorrd thosc- addre-ssed in this letter.

Other Non-Tax R.evanue Budget,4ctions ,Availabla In rderrtrfyrng the budget dc.tions that
l,r'ould be required to balance the 201 l-12 hudget- rve workecl rvitlrirr the parameter$ specified bv
your staff described at the start ot this Ietter. There are a mrmber of other, non-tax rbvenue
budget actions that the Legislature could consider as altematives trr some of the prdgranr
reductions included-such as additional brrrrowing from special funds and retumin$ to tite voters
to change provisions of existing votcr-apprr)r,ed propxams. We estimate that these dltematives
wouJd generate on the order of several bill ions of dollars. (Additirrnal borrorving fr6m special
fitttds alone could create $ 1 I lrillion in benefit tr_r the General Funci rn 201 l - 12 ) Sqch actions
could be used in place of some of the more difficult actrons inc.luded on our list.

Ftrr more tnfonlatton, plr:ase contac.t Jason Sisrtey (916-319-8361. jason.sisnev@lao-ca gor') or
Caroline Godkin (q16-319-83?6, caroline.godkin@lao.r:a.gor,; of rnv staft They canldirect you to
the LAO analysts wlto are able to answer cluestions about specific items in rrur altemirtives list.

Sincerelr,.
..-

. 1 , 1  - L
, ', 

tt,. . . { t't ,L l^*
i i

Mac Taylor
Legislative Analy.st

P .  E , 1 E
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Addit ional Actions to Balance the 2011-12 Budget'

General Fund Benefit (ln Millions)

Proposition 9E
K-|2 Education

Eliminate K-3 Claes Size Reduction
Reduce K-12 ganeral purpose funding by 2.2 percent
Change kindergarten start date beginnrng rn 2011-12
Eliminate etate supporl for Home-to-School Transportatiori
Bequire use ol Economic lmpact Aid (ElA) reserves before providing distr icis with more EIA {unds
Reduce slate cateoorical funding for ba$ic aid distr icts and counties

Reduce EIA by 20 percerrt

Adopt Legislat ive Analyct '6 Ofl tce (LAO) K-l4 mandale package
Eliminale 2011-12 overt)udqetinq lor Charter School Faci l i tv Proqram

Calilomia Community Colleges
Establ ish a 90-unit cap on each student'e taxpavel-subsidized credit i
Increase lees lo $66 per unit
Reduce funding tor credit basic ski l ls instruct ion to the rate provided for non-credit basic ski l ls
El iminate stale subsidy for rntercql legiate athlet ics
Eliminate state tunding tor repeti t ion ot crecl i t  physical education (Pe) and f ine-arts ( ' 'act ivi ty")

clasEes
Eliminate state funding entirely for noncredit PE and l ine-arts (actrvity) classes

Non-Proposit ion 98
Suspend or el iminate Quali ty Educatlon Investrnent Act
El iminate General Fund support tor Sr,rmmer School for the Art6

Subtotal.  K-14 Educatron

$1 ,275 ,0
81  3 .0
700.0
500 0
350 0
200.0
'190.0

50.0
2 5 0

250.0
1 7 0  0
125  0

J 5 .  U

5 5 0

3 0 0

450.0
1 . 4

Universit ies
Account for Governor's unallocated universily reductrons (see tootnote .i oi Figure 3)
Reduce personnel costs by 10 percenl at UC and 5 percent and CSLJ
Feduce UC and GSU culrent-year augrnentations by one.half (one-iinre -cavings)
Insrease tuit ion another 7 percent lor UC ano 10 percenl for CSU
Score approved tuit ion increases. 8 percent for UC and 10 percent for CS(J
Redrlce UC. and CSU operating expense and equipment lunding by 5 percent
Beduce General Fund support lor UC and CSU organized researeh by one-half
Beduee CSL) enrollment by 5 percent
Reduce non.federal support for UC and CSU publie service by one-half
Eliminate UC General Fund support for Drew Universtty
Eliminate supplemental funding tor UC Merced

Financial Aid
Feduce UC and CSU institutional f inancial ard by 5 percent
Limit Cal Grant income elgibil i ty
Limit competit ive awards to slipends only
Eliminate non-need-based fee waivers
Raise minintum Cal Granl grade point averaqB

Sublotal, Hioher Education

-$1.000.0
408.3
361 .2
270,3
263.0
2 1 4 . 6
134 .1
124.1

3 t . t

5.0

73.6
60-0
30_0

25.0
20.0

( $ 1 . o s s  7 )

(Cont inued)
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Fleduce slale parl icipatiort of In-Home Support ive Services provider wages to minimum wage
Eliminale Cali fornia Food Assistance Program and Cash Assistarrce Program for lmmigrants ior

legal noncit izens
Fleduse the Gali fornia Work Opportunity and Flesponsibi l i ty to KicJs (CalWORKs) earned income

disregardt
El iminate ful l-scope Medi-Cal benefi ls lor rrewly gual i f ied al iens and person$ permanently residinq

under color ol law
Phase in a one-lhird reduction in Adoption Assistence Program basic grants
Elinrinate Adull  Protective Setvices program

Elimrnate Cal-Learn Progrrrm for CaIWORKs teen parentsh
lnrpose quali ty assurance iee on pharmacies and certain other provider$
Eliminate CaIWORKs grants for recent legal noncit izen$rr
Roll  back salary increases related to the Colental and Perez court decisioris lconi inqent on

CDCR ac t ion)
Eliminaie drug court programs
Eliminate funding lor perinatal and other alcohol and drug treatment plc)grantc
RolJ back eligibility tor the Every Wornan Counts progr'afli
El iminate balance of Transit ional Housirrg Proqram Plus luricls for ernancipating fosler youth
Rescind rate increase for Fanri ly Planning Access Care Treatment
Elintinate funding for Caregiver Resources Centers administered by the Department ol Mental Health
Suspend Child Welfare Servtces Web Automation Project pendlng federal clari f icat ion
Eliminate Departntent of Aging and transier some responsibil i t ies ta Department of Social Services

Subtotal. Heallh and Social Services

$300.0
1S0 ,0

180,0

120 .0

20.0
c4.  n

50.0
50_0
40_0
36_2

l u .d

IJ .  I

20,0
1 6 , 0
1 6 . 0
2.9
1 . 1

($1 ,1 50.  1 )

End support fot various public safety grant programs (such as Cil izens' Option lor Public Safety
and booking fees)

Reiect vanous propo$ed prison system augmentations
Delay court construction proiect.c f  or one year and lransfer funds lrom lmmediate and Crj i ical

Needs Account to General Fund
Shif l  funding and responsibi l i ty for adult parole and parole violators to local governments
Achieve addit ional judicial branch savings ( in addit ion lo Governor's proposed $200 mil l ion

unallocated reduci ion)

lmplement au(omaled speed enforcement (LAO versron)
lrrrplernent a lwo-day-p6r-r l tor 'r th f  r ,rr lough f 0r court employees
Use Proposit ion 172 lunds to pay debt service for local correctional faci l i t ies. rermburse counties

for publ ic safety mandates, and make SB 678 incentive payments
Reduce parole lerm for exist ing parolees trom 3 ye6rs to 18 months
Elirninate various Department of Justice (DOJ) stale law enfqrcement progratns
Reverl sonre of the renraining balance ol the AB 900 Gerreral Fund appropriat iorr
El iminate slate support for training provided by Commission on Peace Ott icer Starrdarcis arrd

Training to local law enlorcemenl
Shil t  funding and responsibi l i ty lor remaining luveni le offenders to countieo
Require second and lhird "str ike6" t() be 6erious or viol6nt for an offender to oet tul l  "Three

Strikes' sentonce enhancement
Reduce addit ional court lundinq to account lor tr ial  court reserves
Expand medical parole

Eliminate Resti tut ion Fund support for menial heal lh treaiment lor cr ime vict ims
Reduce lunding for discrel jonary DOJ legal work

$506.0

425.2
250 t1

240.0
156 ,0

150.0
130 0

125.0
76,0
75,0
5?,0

5 0 0

5 0 0
30.0
28.0
20.0

(Conlinu Bd)
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Redirect slate and local a$set lorleiture proceeds
Dsvelop a non-peace officer .custody assistant" ctassification lhal could perform some correctional

olficer duties
Scale back funding for Office ol Inspector General due to reduced inmate population resulting

f ror]r shift to local governrnents
lmplement uniform disciplinary confinemenl policies
Delay irrrplementation ol Civil Reprasentation Pilot Program*AB 590 (Feuer)
Eliminate stale support tor Corrections Standards Authority inspections conducted for countjes
Eliminate Board ol Parole Hearings-juverri le parole
Eliminate state support f rom tfre Restitutiorr Fund lor witness relocatron and protection program
lmprove collection of inmale medical coltayments
Replace custody positions in heaclquarters with non-peace oll icers
Require counties to reinrlrurse state lor legal wr:rrk lry DO.l on brehall ol district att(rrrreys who are

disquaiif ied from handling local cases
Subtotal. Criminal Justice and Judiciarv

$12 .0
' t0 .0

10 .0

10 .0
8.0
7.o
b U

5 . 0
4 .0
'1 .0

1 . 0

($2,614.2)

Reduce state employe€ pay an addil ional 9-24 percent (equivalen! to two lLirlqugh days) lhrough
legislation

Reduce state contributions to employee health care bV 30 percent through legislation
Halt all bond sales and pay-es-you-go inlrastrr.rclure projects
Scale back various information technology pro,ects
Recognize lower-than-anticipated Unemployment Insurance loan repayment costs
End General Fund support for the Small Business Loan Guaraniee Program (Business,

Transponalion, and Housing Agency)
Eliminate various victim services programs
Elimrnate Department of Feir Employment and Housing and Fair Eniployment and Housing

Commissipn and $witch [e qivil and tederal entorcement
Eliminate General Fund suooort of the Galifornia Science Center
Fliminate Cali lornia Gang Reduction lntervention and Preventiorr program and Internet Crimes

Against Children Task Force; transfer program funds from the Restitution Fund to the General
Fund

Eliminate Generai Fund support f or cadet corps and miiitary school programs
Eljnrrnate General Fund support for the Office of Migrant Services (Housing and Community

Develooment)
Merge Agricullural Labor Relatiorrs Eoard and Fubiic Enrployee Relalion$ Eoard
Eliminate Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, including General Fund support for the

Small Business Loan Guarantee Program
Eliminate Californie National Guard Benefit Program
Eliminate Heallh and Human Services Agency
Eliminate the Office ol Planning and Research, including CaliforniaVolunteers and the O{fice of

the Secretary of Service and Vaiunleering
Eliminate CaliJornia Envirqnmental Protection Agency
End General Fund aupport tor the Otfice of Administrative Law and convert ta fee-for-service

funding model
Shift Commission on State Mandates funding to reimbursements
Eliminate the Arts Councir
Eliminate State and Consunrer Services Agency
Eliminate the Commission on lhe Status of Women
Reduce staffing and tunding for the American Becovery and Reinvestmenl Act task force
Reduce General Fund support for the Lieutensnt's Governor's oJfiae to 2010-11 level

$700 0

330.0
22_t.O
75.Q
6 0 0
24.0

Z J U

17.2

1 4 . 6
10 .0

7 . Q

6 . 0

4 . 9

J b

1 0

1 , 6

1 . 1
1 . 0
u ,c

9 .  1

(Cont inued)
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P  . I ? ,  I ?

Eliminate Natural Resources Aqency
Elimirrate Labor and Worktorce Development Agency

Subtotal, General Government ($1,52o-7)

iM7;$&6t{ti-leia:iAi$&sidd!Eifi'.EEfdE:i&gi;isl#}nr&diA{hfiiilF4d.ri*i*:i*temllrql;'-rs},

Count all redevelopment revenues to K-14 agencies as local property taxps
Subtotal. Local Governnreni

$275 5
($275.5)

Eliminate sales tax on diesel, increase vehicle weight lees commensurately, and redirect $400.0
transportation funding, including monies for local transit and intercity raii, to provide General
Fund reliel

Scale back Department of Motor Vehicles capital outlay and olher programs to reduce General 12.o
Fund repayment oi past loan from the Motor Vehicle Account

Subtotal, Transportation ($412.0)

60.0
52.0

"3 .0

1g. i )

1 8 _ 0

1 0 . 0

5 . 0

2 . O

:TE"o"*a*fEffi,!A!ffillldllXH'1,"! $f,r{ffi8{l#SD4tffi,p"&T{*#triit"ttiffiffiiffit$&*i$ffiffi;ffi*Jm+}d#tffi*ke. Wffii,ffi$ri#;

Reduce pragrarns ,cupported by Gas Consumption Surcharge Fund and transfer funds lo $500.0
General Fund

Reduce General Fund cost-c for wildland firefighting by (1) enacting a tee on residential properly 300.0
owners in stale responsibil i ty areas (SFlAs), (?1 clarrlying that the state is not f iscally respon-
sible for l i fe and structure protection in SRAs, or (3) modilying SBA boundarieo

Allow dril l ing at Tranquil lon Flidge |00 0
Reduce programs supported by Off-Highway Vehicle Trust Fund and transler funds and balance 88.0

to the General Fund
Trans{er balance o{ Renewable FlesourceG Trust Fund to General Fund
Reduce programs supported by Public Interest Flesearch, Development, and Demonslrat ion Fund

and transfer fr .rnds and balance to General Fund
Eliminate General FLrnd strpport for the Cali fornia Conservation Corps
Reduce programs supported by Natural Gas Subaccount, Public Interest Research,

Development, and Demonstrat ion Fund and transfer balance lo General Fund
ReclLrce General FLrnd suppon (psrt ial ly backfi l led with fees) for Department of Fish arrd Game's

Biodiversity Conservation Prqgram
Shil l  funding for l imber harvest plan review in mull iple stale agencies trom General Fund to new

regulatory fees
Reduce programs supported by Harbors and Watercrafl Revolving Fund arrd transfer balance to

Generai Fund

Reduce prograns supported by Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vetriole Technoloqy Fund and
transfer funds to lhe General Funci

Increase Califomia Coastal Conrrnission perrnitting lees to lully fund coastal development regulatory
activilie6

Suspend Air Resources Board's diesel regulat iqna lor publ ic f leets, creal ing General Fund savings
in Department of Parks and Recreation

Provide the Cali fornia Coastal Commission with the suthority to levy administrat ive civi l  penalt ies 1.0
Eliminate Departmenl of Conservation and shit t  lunctlons to other staie departments 1,0
Eliminate Native American Hentage Cornmission 0.7

Subtotal,  Resources snd Environmental Protection ($1,237,8)

" Ea6ed on nelhodology described in main ten oi lhis lener.

" Conlingent on rdenlityrng sddlttonst proqrs'rns ior whieh Tamporary Assiatancg lor Ngody FemiLieg, dTTANE
place of Generat Funo moniet or whicn mav be cqrloted as maintengrrc€.of.6tb/t

klderal tunds c3.r 
?6 €rpFndEd In
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

 
 
 
TO:  Legislation Committee 
  Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, Chair 
  Supervisor John Gioia, Vice Chair  
    
FROM: Lara DeLaney, Legislative Coordinator 
   
DATE:  March 16, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item #6:  State Legislative Issues 
             
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
RECOMMEND positions on various bills to the Board of Supervisors, as 
appropriate. 
 
REVIEW the attached listing of bills of interest to the County. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Staff of the County Administrator’s Office works in collaboration with our state 
and federal advocates to identify proposed legislation that would impact County 
operations, services, and programs.  When a bill comes to our attention either 
through our legislation tracking services, various associations, advisory body 
members, department staff, or a Board member, staff first looks to the County’s 
adopted State and Federal platforms for consistency with policy direction,  If 
there is no clear policy direction in the adopted Platforms, the proposed 
legislation is presented to the Legislation Committee or appropriate committee of 
the Board prior for consideration and recommendation to the full Board of 
Supervisors. 
 
The following specific bills are presented for action or information purposed to the 
Legislation Committee.   
 

a. AB 147 (Dickinson): Subdivisions —Information Only.  (See 
Attachment A.) 

 
Summary:  Amends the Subdivision Map Act which authorizes a local agency to 
require the payment of a fee as a condition of approval of a final map or as a 
condition of issuing a building permit for purposes of defraying the actual or 
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estimated cost of constructing bridges or major thoroughfares. Authorizes the fee 
to additionally be used for defraying the actual or estimated cost of other 
transportation facilities. 

 
b. AB 720 (Hall):  Road Commissioner Authority —OPPOSE.  (See 

Attachment B.) 
 

Summary:  Repeals a provision in existing law that specifies that a board of 
supervisors or a county road commissioner is not prohibited from using 
alternative procedures governing county highway contracts. Amends existing law 
which authorizes public projects with a specified monetary threshold to be 
performed by the employees of the public agency by force account, negotiated 
contract, or purchase order. Increases that authorization. 
 
The County Public Works Director recommends a position of Oppose. 

 
c. SB 394 (DeSaulnier):  Healthy Schools Act of 2011 — SUPPORT 
 

Summary:  Enacts the Healthy Schools Act of 2011. Provides that only self-
contained baits, gels, and pastes deployed as crack and crevice treatments and 
spot treatments may be used on schoolsites. Prohibits use of a pesticide on a 
schoolsite if that pesticide contains an ingredient known to the state to cause 
cancer or reproductive toxicity or any one of specified cholinesterase-inhibiting 
pesticides. Requires schoolsites to send at least one person to training sessions 
at least once every 2 years. 

 
Supervisor Gioia recommends that the Legislation Committee support this bill 
and recommend it to the Board of Supervisors.  (See Attachment C.) 

 
d. SB 429 (DeSaulnier):  Education: Community Learning Centers: 

Funding — SUPPORT 
 

Summary:  Makes technical, nonsubstantive changes to existing law which 
provides that specified funds are available for carrying out programs related to 
the 21st Century Community Learning Centers programs. 
 
Supervisor Gioia recommends that the Legislation Committee support this bill 
and recommend it to the Board of Supervisors.  (See Attachment D.) 
 

e. AB 861 (Nestande):   California Stroke Registry — SUPPORT 
 

Summary:  Establishes the California Stroke Registry, to be administered by the 
State Department of Health to serve as a centralized repository for stroke data to 
promote quality improvement for acute stroke treatment. Requires that the 
program be implemented only to the extent funds from federal or private sources 
are made available for this purpose. 
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In January 2012 Contra Costa EMS will be starting a Stroke System for the 
County.  EMS has been working closely with all our hospitals, the California 
Stroke Registry and the American Heart Association as part of this process.  

 
The California Stroke Registry is a data registry that helps EMS Systems and 
Hospitals work collaboratively to improve stroke outcomes for communities. This 
bill is supported by Dr. Walker and Dr. Brunner.  Stroke is a top cause of death in 
Contra Costa County.  Contra Costa Health Services and Contra Costa EMS 
would like to recommend support for this bill, as it will provide access to a 
statewide registry at no cost, and will be a valuable tool in our future Stroke 
System.  The bill does not carry any cost for our county or state and would clear 
the way for federal and private funding.    

 
In addition, the following is a link for additional information about our upcoming 
Contra Costa Stroke System: http://www.cchealth.org/groups/ems/stroke.php.  
EMS will be coming to the BOS to provide a formal informational report about the 
program in the Fall of 2011.   (See Attachment E.) 

 
e. AB  340 (Furutani):  County Employees' Retirement: Post-

retirement Service — WATCH 
 
Summary :  Amends the County Employees Retirement Law of 1937 (CERL). 
Prohibits specified payments from being considered as compensation earned for 
retirement purposes to include compensation to was paid to enhancement 
retirement benefits. Relates to the reporting of compensation to the local 
retirement board. Authorizes audits. Requires the county to pay related costs 
when an employer does not enroll an employee in a retirement plan within a 
specified time period. Relates to reinstatement upon reemployment. 
 
AB 340, by Assembly Member Warren Furutani, would prohibit a 1937 Act county 
retiree from returning to work for any 1937 Act county or district until 180 days 
have passed since their date of retirement. Once reemployed, the retiree cannot 
receive service credit. If these terms are violated, the retired member must 
reimburse the retirement system for any retirement allowance he or she received 
during that period and the district or county must reimburse the retirement 
system for any administrative expenses. 
 
CSAC opposes AB 340, as they believe counties have legitimate needs to utilize 
retired annuitants and many of them already have restrictions in place for hiring 
retirees. Placing a six-month wait on retirees before they are able to return to 
public service interferes with a county's right to choose the best candidate for a 
job and manage county resources. 
 
Staff recommends that the Legislation Committee watch this bill.  The text is 
attached as Attachment F.   
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g. SB 662 (DeSaulnier):  Integrated Health and Human Services 

Program —CONSIDER 
 
From time to time, Senator DeSaulnier has discussed with Supervisor Gioia the 
development of an integrated health and human services program for Contra 
Costa County.  On February 18, 2011, Senator DeSaulnier introduced a bill, SB 
662, to implement such a program, modeled after a bill that was developed last 
year for Placer County, AB 2039 (Logue).  (See Attachment G.) 
 
On March 1, 2011 the Board of Supervisors referred this bill to the Legislation 
Committee. 
 
Existing law authorizes Humboldt County, Mendocino County, Alameda County, 
and any additional county or counties, as determined by the Secretary of 
California Health and Human Services, to implement, prior to January 1, 2009, a 
similar pilot program as Placer County, with requirements for evaluation but with 
no sunset date. 
 
AB 2039 would have made permanent Placer County's authority for operating its 
pilot program to integrate the funding and delivery of services and benefits for the 
county health and human services system.  The author of the bill stated that in 
1996, a pilot program in Placer County was authorized (SB 1846 (Leslie), 
Chapter 899, Statutes of 1996) to address the uncoordinated, separately funded, 
and narrowly-targeted categorical programs of the child welfare, probation, and 
mental health systems, which did not address the broader needs of children and 
families.  
 
According to the author, the statute allowed Placer County to create a county 
child and family services fund that implemented the California Blue Ribbon 
Commission's goal of building an integrated service model for children in multiple 
service sectors, and also provided the mechanism to request waivers of 
regulations and policies to support these integration efforts. The author noted 
that Placer County has utilized the statutory authority to do the following:   
 

 Implement a single, integrated service-planning approach which utilizes 
child welfare, mental health, probation and others to have one universal 
case with a team approach, rather than one case and one plan in each 
system.   

  

 Authorize the county office of education to operate a school program in 
the county's emergency shelter to facilitate a team-based approach to 
child welfare and education. 
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 Develop and implement a strengths-based outcome tool based on the 
family's assessment of its strengths, rather than on the historically 
determined "sickness" of the child or parent. 

 

 Consolidate claiming for multiple public health programs into one universal 
approach.   

 
The author noted that many families that enter the foster care system have 
multiple issues that affect the environment for the child, including risk of abuse 
and neglect, mental health and substance abuse issues, probation, courts, etc. 
The author believed the pilot program had achieved excellent outcomes, 
including improved service delivery to children and families, reduced demand for 
services, and a seamless integrated program model, in addition to other 
efficiencies. 
 
According to Placer County Board of Supervisors, the County has successfully 
implemented a family-centered and needs-based model of services to children 
and families, including blending the child welfare, mental health, probation, and 
education services into a single team approach. The County states the Placer 
model of integrating child welfare, mental health, probation, and education case 
management has resulted in significant efficiencies and improved outcomes 
reducing the recurrence of abuse and neglect. Placer County notes that, since 
2005, the integrated approach has resulted in a 20 percent reduction in the 
number of children needing to enter foster care and contributed to more than 100 
children finding stable, loving homes with adoptive parents. The County also 
notes that it has implemented consolidated claiming of 14 public health programs 
into one claim, reducing administrative complexity and prioritizing service delivery 
to residents. 
 
Contra Costa County Health Services and Employment and Human Services 
Directors met with Senator DeSaulnier and Supervisor Gioia on March 4 to 
discuss the bill.  The directors indicated that they can support the concept but 
would ask for maximum flexibility in which programs we would focus on first and 
what the design for “integration” would be.  They also indicated that Health Care 
reform will significantly change the landscape, and EHSD and Health Services 
have already instituted working groups looking at how they can coordinate Medi-
Cal eligibility processes with health care coverage plans. 
 
Senator DeSaulnier apparently was in agreement that he did not want to impose 
any operational constraints that the County was not comfortable with.  The 
directors had also understood that this bill was intended as a general policy 
vehicle rather than a specific program mandate. 
 
The County has also been in touch with Placer County which has been running a 
service integration model for a number of years.  With emerging technologies, we 
can begin to achieve closer service integration with data integration and web- 




